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R ecent problems in the recruiting and retention of US military personnel have prompted some to ask a series of
questions: What was the "tradition" of the American citizen-soldier, and how much change in this tradition has
occurred? Have basic changes in American culture occurred recently that have led to a "narrowing definition of
citizenship and its responsibilities" and, related to this, are we justified in describing current problems in recruiting an
all-volunteer force as ones that "signal the demise of the tradition of the citizen-soldier"? What might be the
significance to recruitment of recent changes in the purposes for which the United States employs its power, and what
consequent policies should the Administration consider?[1]
In this article I propose some answers to these questions based on my reading of the historical and sociological records
as we understand them today.
The "Tradition" of the Citizen-Soldier
Let's begin by stepping back to the 17th and 18th centuries, when "True" Whigs on both sides of the Atlantic--men
like Anthony Ashley Cooper (Lord Shaftesbury), Colonel Algernon Sidney, John Trenchard, Joseph Warren, James
Lovell, and Samuel Adams--wrote with passion about the dangers of standing armies. Listen, for example, to the fears
expressed by the future martyr-of-Bunker-Hill, citizen-soldier Dr. Joseph Warren, in his "Boston Massacre" memorial
oration, 5 March 1772:
Our houses wrapt in flames, our children subjected to the barbarous caprice of the raging soldiery, our
beauteous virgins exposed to all the insolence of unbridled passion, our virtuous wives, endeared to us by
every tender tie, falling a sacrifice to worse than brutal violence, and perhaps like the famed Lucretia,
distracted with anguish & despair, ending their wretched lives by their own hands.[2]
Inspired by what they understood from Thucydides, historians of Rome, and the Florentine champion of citizensoldiers, Niccolo Machiavelli, they worried about the fate of their polity's collective civil and political rights (often
expressed as "liberty & property") at the hands of what they perceived to be an ever-growing threat of encroachments
upon those rights from a monarch (or un-royal chief executive like Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell). Such a person
could control affairs of state with a standing army and officer-"placemen," seated from one of Parliament's "rotten"
and "pocket" boroughs.[3] These advocates of "the citizen-soldier" called on free adult men of property to respond to
their sense of duty, to their sense of political obligation, by serving for a period of time in the militia of their
community.
Thus military service, indeed, compulsory service in militias, was deemed appropriate under what has come to be
known as the "consent" theory of government.[4] Throughout the 1760s, '70s, '80s, and '90s, republican essayists
insisted that responsible men should respond to their sense of obligation in order to protect "their private property and
political rights."[5] Jefferson's Declaration of Independence speaks of governments deriving "their just powers from
the consent of the governed," but this theory cut both ways: That is, a justly-derived government, such as that of the
United States, can in turn expect military service from youth who would (by the 1890s) "pledge allegiance" in publicly
funded schools and enjoy other such free social benefits, as well as more general advantages like the rule of law,
prosperity, the prestige of citizenship in "The Great Republic," and the capacity to elect their own lawmakers, the
franchise (by the age of 18 in 1971 for all, earlier for some).[6]

An alternative vision of national defense of the community's interests was proposed in the late 18th century by "New"
Whigs like Adam Smith and his American Federalist Party counterparts, who reasoned that replacing the militia with a
regular military force (the True Whigs' dreaded "standing army") made good economic and political sense: Keeping
the state militia system of citizen-soldiers in an adequate state of readiness, Federalist Secretary of War James
McHenry argued in 1800, would cost the United States more "by the abstraction from labor or occupation" of the
militiamen than the cost of a regular army. Making the state miltiaman/citizen-soldier "master of the several branches
of the art of war" was akin to drafting the community to build houses while expelling "as useless, architects, masons,
and carpenters."[7]
But such a regular army, insisted True Whig defenders of a citizen-soldier militia system from Dinwiddie County,
Virginia, would become "an asylum for all who do not choose to labor." These views were echoed by an anonymous
essayist from Poughkeepsie, New York: "Free born sons of America" were unlikely to surrender their freedoms and
opportunities "to become slaves for the trifling considerations of a soldier's pay."[8] At least one Founding Father,
Philadelphia's Benjamin Rush, wrote that he "should despair of our cause if our country contained 60,000 men
abandoned enough to enlist for three years or more during the war."[9] (Rush need not have worried: Funds for the
employing of as many as 75,000 men were sanctioned in 1776, but the Army never mustered as many as half that
number at any one moment.)[10] In his Life of Washington, Mason "Parson" Weems (creator therein of the "chopdown-the-cherry-tree" myth) offered this observation on the casualties inflicted upon army regulars in the 1790s by the
Shawnee:
After the first shock, the loss of these poor souls was not much lamented. Tall young fellows, who could
easily get their half dollar a day at the healthful and glorious labours of the plough, to go and enlist and
rust among the lice and itch of a camp, for four dollars a month, were certainly not worth their country's
crying about.
Many propertied men, and a good many less-propertied ones, did respond to their sense of political obligation and
served in their state's militias or volunteer companies where, as "subscribers," they entered into a "bond," and selected
officers "of their own choice" (a century-old colonial-American custom). Virginia's George Mason justified this
practice for his own volunteer company in his "Remarks on Annual Elections" (1775) by relying on natural rights
language strikingly similar to that found in the Declaration of Independence, crafted the following year. ("All men are
by nature born equally free and independent." All power was "lodged in, and consequently is derived from, the
people.")[11]
Such state citizen-soldiers provided an important instrument of local Revolutionary power throughout the war, denying
the British from effectively regaining the loyalty of such regions as they passed through or temporarily occupied (in
the fashion of the Vietcong, as John Shy observed some time ago).[12]
Other propertied "consenters" served as officers in Continental Line units, their states' contributions to the Continental
Army of Washington, Gage, and Greene. But the Continental Line's men in the ranks were disproportionately made up
of recent immigrants or relatively poor native-born, whose sense of political obligation was, at best, considerably
thinner than their sense of economic opportunity.[13] That is, from the earliest days of this nation's history, most
volunteers for the "regular" military were not responding to a consent theory of obligation. General George
Washington recognized that appeals based on political obligation were of little use: "A soldier reasoned with upon the
goodness of the cause he is engaged in, and the inestimable rights he is contending for," he wrote to the Congress,
"hears you with patience, and acknowledges the truth of your observations, but adds that it is of no more importance to
him than others. The officer makes the same reply. . . . The few, therefore, who act upon principles of disinterestedness,
are, comparatively speaking, no more than a drop in the ocean." What was needed was a substantial recruiting bounty
to persuade his men to reenlist.[14]
Some of Washington's Valley Forge stalwarts, to be sure, had joined to defend their world's "inestimable rights."
Others had joined for the adventure. But most joined out of need,[15] or for economic plums they could use as nest
eggs.[16] (In the past half-century this would translate as the desire to acquire skills or educational benefits.) And this
was to be the pattern of service for the next century-and-a-half--that is, there were militia (essentially "volunteers" by
the 1840s and '50s), on the one hand, who were, roughly speaking, representative of their communities, and there were

"regulars," men of relatively simple economic means, led by the sons of rural gentry and urban elites, on the other.[17]
Shortly after World War II ended, Sergeant Henry Giles, one of those men of simple means, recalled enlisting in 1939:
When I enlisted I didn't ever think about a war. . . . The depression hadn't ended in 1939 down our way
and I was sick and tired of the scrabbing and the shame of the commodity [lines] and no jobs but the
WPA. . . . [The] army meant security and pride and something fine. . . . [N]ot only had I clothes now that I
wasn't ashamed of, but for the first time in my life I was somebody.[18]
Nonetheless, in times of crisis and war, those who did come forward to enlist were disproportionately from the more
cosmopolitan, skilled, and professional classes, not from the unpropertied lower class.[19] The working class
predominated in the rank-and-file, but they do not appear to have been inspired as much by consent theory as by
economic need. And this meant there were frequent annual military-recruitment shortfalls. For example, in 1830
President Jackson's Secretary of War, John Eaton, reported that the Army had been unable to fill its rather modest
enlistment quotas for another year with men of any quality:
A country possessing 12 millions of people ought surely to be able at all times to possess itself of an army
of 6,000 men obtained upon principles of fair contract; if this can not be effected then will it be better to
rely on some other means of defense, rather than resort to the expedient of obtaining a discontented and
besotted soldiery.[20]
We should not be surprised by this reluctance of most youth in the past to volunteer out of a sense of patriotism or
political obligation. After all, early America was (perhaps outside of early New England) not characterized by socioeconomic equality. Legislatures were controlled by propertied white men who protected and advanced their collective
interests rather well.[21] In most colonies and states unpropertied men did not enjoy voting rights until well into the
early 19th century.[22] The early United States may well have been a land of greater economic opportunities and
greater civil and political freedoms than virtually all the places its residents or their ancestors had come from, but there
were still many who legitimately felt left out of some of those rights and privileges that consent theorists rely on to
justify one's obligation to serve.
In any event, for nearly a century and a half, the US government didnot assume that it had the capacity to call upon
young men, involuntarily, to serve as citizen-soldiers in times of crisis. During the final years of the War for
Independence, it is true, the Continental Congress did call upon the state legislatures to provide limited versions of
conscription to fill Continental Line units,[23] but this amounted essentially to getting most of those drafted to provide
substitutes.[24] At the Constitutional Convention in 1787, Virginia's Edmund Randolph told his colleagues that
"Draughts stretch the strings of government too violently to be adapted."[25] The Constitution granted Congress the
power "to raise and support armies" and to "call forth the [state] militia to execute the laws of the land, suppress
insurrections and repel invasions," but it remained silent on the question of compulsion.
Congress did not rely on a draft in the War of 1812, and relied on it only sparingly in the final years of the Civil War,
as an inducement to young men and their families to purchase draft-insurance in order to hire substitutes.[26]
Resistance to the draft was nonetheless widespread, peaking in the famous riots in New York City, but flaring into
collective violence in the rural Midwest as well. Indiana Democratic newspaper editor D. A. Mahony (writing under
the pseudonym "Sidney Cromwell") clearly rejected consent theory when he asked: "If citizens do not choose to
preserve the government, what right has the government to compel them to do so against their will?"[27]
When the federal government finally did turn to a full-fledged draft upon entering the war in Europe in 1917, it did so
in the teeth of considerable opposition from southern and western Congressmen and considerable resistance from their
constituents.[28] Some 300,000 men failed to respond to their draft notice altogether, and as many as 170,000 more
deserted within weeks of reporting. (When asked by his Secretary of War in May 1920 what further action he wished
to take against these draft violators, President Wilson responded, "I think we should let [the law against them]
expire.")[29]
Later, after a second war had erupted in Europe, Congress created the first "peacetime" draft in September 1940, and
within a year the War Department faced an anonymous, G.I.-inspired resistance movement known among the draftees
by the acronym "OHIO" (Over-the-Hill-In-October).

Consent theory is just that: theory. There is only modest evidence of its acceptance by Americans in the historical
record. The opposition of some to the draft during the Vietnam War is familiar to us, and seen by many as notorious; it
was, however, not a new phenomenon.
Changes in American Culture and the All-Volunteer Force
Certainly there have been some changes in American culture of late that have probably affected enlistments, and
perhaps morale as well. Today's youth clearly live in a more affluent, sensate society than that of their grandfathers,
indeed even of their fathers. A Newsweek analysis in 1997 of the personal monthly spending (from income derived
from allowances, odd-jobs, and chores) of youngsters 8 to 12 years old (tomorrow's prospective recruits) found that
spending had risen from $15.91 in 1989 to $50.54 in 1997, a rise of more than 25 percent per year, on average, while
their savings-rate had risen from $10.45 per month to $17.72, or a little over 6 percent per year.[30] Another report by
the Josephson Institute of Ethics, addressing cheating on middle-school and high-school tests, revealed a significant
rise in such reported cheating over the past decade. Simultaneously the Educational Testing Service reported similar
rises in reported cheating on high-school tests (by incoming college freshmen), from a low of 20 percent in the 1940s
to figures in the 75 to 98 percent range by 1998.[31]
It might be said that Rapster reigns. That is, many youth have more cash in their pockets, still more cash in their
prospects, and fewer scruples about how to get ahead in life than did previous generations of prospective recruits.
Moreover, beginning with the era of the Model T, they have steadily secured more and more freedom from parental
and social constraints, and society has seen the slow but steady emergence of a generation gap. The point is: There has
been, throughout virtually all of the developed nations, a steadily growing capacity of youth to enjoy an increasing
degree of freedom from the cultural and economic constraints that held their parents to certain social norms and
standards in the past. I don't point this out so much to lament it as to suggest simply that these changes have had
significant effects on recruitment.
Recessions, let alone serious depressions, have (fortunately) not been this nation's lot of late, and are not expected to
characterize the future. That fact, from the perspective of recruiters, is unfortunate, for recessions have always been
"good times" for recruiters; reenlistments abound in such times, and desertion rates fall off sharply.[32]
In any event, as David Cortright and Max Watts have shown, there has been a strong correlation between per capita
GNP and "soldier resistance" in the world's militaries.[33] This "resistance," I would suggest, serves as a rough proxy
for today's recruitment problems. That is, youth from affluent, open societies generally do not want to surrender their
personal freedoms for a stint of military service, be it involuntary or voluntary. William Green, Young & Rubicam's
Executive Vice-President in charge of the Army's "Be All That You Can Be" campaign in the 1980s and '90s, told an
MIT seminar in 1994 that his firm's research on "the relevant youth cohort" had revealed that the cohort wanted
enough money to "have options in life," "the freedom to live their lives as they choose," and "immediate
gratification."[34]
Changes in the Employment of US Power
One Proposal: Recruit for the Military's "New Mission"
Since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the ensuing disintegration of the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact
satraps, the US military (or, at the very least, the US Army) has gradually been redefining itself. The Army's Training
and Doctrine Command had created a Center for Army Lessons Learned at Ft. Leavenworth in 1985, and, as the Army
performed "peacekeeping" duties in the 1990s (first in Northern Iraq, fending off Saddam Hussein's bullies from ill
and starving Kurds, then in Somalia, Bosnia, Haiti, Kosovo, and elsewhere), the Army began to learn and thereupon to
teach its people a new peacekeeping mission, complete with doctrinal statements in its most important manuals, the
creation of a US Army Peacekeeping Institute at Carlisle Barracks in 1993, and instruction in the relevant subject
matter at several schools. Also in 1993, then-Secretary of Defense Les Aspin created an Assistant Secretariat for
Peacekeeping and Democracy and a Directorate for Peacekeeping. By the time General Hugh Shelton assumed the
duties of Chief of Staff, peacekeeping was clearly sharing the stage with warfighting.[35]

The United States may well employ its power in other new ways in the near future (perhaps even, in concert with other
militaries, to protect the rainforests of the world from further destruction), but for now, the most striking "new
purpose" is peacekeeping. Doesn't this innovation warrant another look at the Army's recruiting practices and
advertising campaigns? Laura Miller and Charles Moskos have reported on interesting differences in the levels of
support for the mission of US Army personnel who were involved in Operation Restore Hope in Somalia in March
1993. The gist of their findings is that black, female, and non-combat-status soldiers held more positive attitudes about
the performance of US troops there--and for humanitarian missions generally--than did white, male soldiers in combat
specialties (from the 10th Mountain Division).[36] These findings were confirmed a year later by Ronald Halverson
and Paul Bliese in their survey of some 2,300 US Army personnel assigned to Haiti in 1994 as part of Operation
Uphold Democracy. They found that female, black, and Hispanic soldiers, and those in engineering, police, signal
corps, intelligence, and medical units, were more likely to believe that what the military was doing in Haiti was
important than were white male soldiers in infantry or mechanized units. Michael O'Connor of The New York Times
reported on the enthusiasm of military personnel for their peacekeeping duties in Bosnia in early 1998, and claimed
that reenlistment rates for units assigned to Bosnia were 50 percent higher than those for other units in Europe (though
he does not distinguish among his respondents in the fashion of the two aforementioned studies).[37]
"Traditional" soldiers in Somalia would have agreed with Harvard's Samuel Huntington, who argued in 1993 that
proposals to organize and train soldiers in peacekeeping roles were "basically misconceived," inasmuch as "the
mission of the armed forces is combat . . . [and] the military must be recruited, organized, trained, and equipped for
that purpose alone."[38] Huntington is entitled to his views, but I doubt the nation would be well-served by adopting
them. Peacekeeping is probably here to stay, and it should be welcomed with appropriate recruiting ads.
Thus my first proposal: In 1994 the Army's advertising contractor, Young & Rubicam, chose to stay the course with its
"Be All That You Can Be" recruiting theme,[39] despite the clear, published evidence that this message had created
false expectations that were "subsequently refuted by personal experience" and may have resulted in "a deleterious
effect on active duty soldiers' morale, degree of commitment to the military, and reenlistment consideration."[40]
Young & Rubicam's William Green described "a set of television advertisements emphasizing action and adventure" in
1994, spots that "typically portray some sort of military scenario involving the coordination of a combined arms team
in the pursuit of a military objective," "fast-paced ads calculated to highlight the excitement of military operations."
These were perfectly fine ads, attracting to combat Military Occupational Specialties (MOSs) those who respond to
such stimuli. But such ads do not describe the significant new peacekeeping mission of the US Army. Neither does the
Army's current advertising focused on "An Army of One."
The Army's current ad contractor ought to be directed to attend seriously to the ads broadcast on Swedish and Irish
media to prospective recruits for those nations' armies. Both of those nations' militaries have been heavily involved in
peacekeeping operations throughout the past half century, and they have managed to recruit and motivate men to
perform such duties.
One such ad might take its cue from the words Army Chief of Staff Eric Shinseki used to open his remarks to the
Army & Air Force Mutual Aid Association in 1999:
Service and sacrifice are military traditions. Every night . . . in places like Bosnia . . . American
noncommissioned officers have the lonely burden of demonstrating that tradition. At some dark
intersection they come upon groups of drunken young men engaged in a shouting match--a shoving
contest that could turn violent in a heartbeat. . . . [A] sergeant, with an interpreter and a couple of riflemen
in tow, will stride confidently into that intersection and take control. In a tone of voice as calm and as
steady as the one I'm using now, that sergeant will tell them it's over. . . . And those young men . . . will
hesitate, and measure the situation. Slowly, the tension will ease, and the young men will move on. And
the sergeant will resume his patrol. But if anyone had tested his resolve, he would have responded with
measured force. Somewhere behind him stood an immediate reaction platoon, the ready company, and the
whole doggone battalion, on alert if he needed it. That's what soldiers on point do for their nation.[41]
This is the sort of message that should be going out to American youth in 30-second spots, not just to retired military
personnel and their spouses at AAFMAA meetings. And this leads me to my second proposal: This sort of

peacekeeping-focused recruiting would make particular sense were the Army to identify and dedicate as
"Peacekeepers" a military police unit of substantial size. (Indeed, today's German army has just such a special
force.[42]) Charles Moskos recently suggested that as many as 30,000 or 40,000 recruits might be found among those
just graduating from college for 18-month tours of duty (6 months in training, 12 in the field) in exchange for collegeloan debt forgiveness, or some such lump-sum payments for future professional school tuition.[43] Such a force
(staffed as well by those non-college-grads interested in a similar tour of duty in a peacekeeping unit) might prove to
be an effective way of mollifying those who worry about the erosion of the warfighting skills of infantry, airborne, and
mechanized forces that have at times been committed to peacekeeping duties.
Another Proposal: Return to an Earlier and Better Promotion Policy
Thus far I have concentrated on recruitment problems, but, as most of those who follow what has been happening in
the services over the past several years know, there is a significant retention problem, especially of junior officers.
Officers are leaving the services after their first tour in numbers higher than in the past, and while some of this may be
attributed to the health of the economy in the 1990s, much of it is due to low morale within the junior officer corps. A
recent survey of some 760 captains and majors attending the Army's Command and General Staff College found
widespread distrust and disdain among those officers for the "careerist" ways of their superiors. Unit readiness reports
were "absolute lies," they wrote. The summary of the results of that survey reported that these captains and majors
believed that "senior leaders will throw subordinates under the bus in a heartbeat to protect or advance their
career[s]."[44]
That is disturbing; regrettably, it is not new: A similar survey in 1970 of some 415 officers revealed a similar pattern
of distrust for "selfish, promotion-oriented behavior" that included "distorted or dishonest reporting" of data, reflecting
a "cover-your-ass" army culture in that day as well.[45] Moreover, throughout the 1970s and '80s several retired
officers critiqued the falsifying by commanders of readiness reports, the excessive awarding of medals to senior
officers in Vietnam, and the "grossly pernicious" policy of "promotion up-or-out."[46]
The problem is that officers rely heavily on good fitness or efficiency reports, and this leads them to be especially
sensitive to what their immediate superior expects of them. Such a policy has its pluses, to be sure, but it also has more
significant downsides. In the 19th century, officers advanced within their regiment and branch-of-service largely "by
the numbers," that is, largely by seniority, based on the number one had earned upon graduation from his service
academy, within his service branch. Junior officers under that system were much more able and willing than today to
complain to their superiors about illogical and wrong-headed orders, and they were not forced into retirement if they
were unable to pass such examinations as did exist (and there were few of those) before they could move from one
level of authority to the next. Hence an effective company commander might remain at that level for many years rather
than being forced to retire. He need not worry about how to impress enough of his superiors with his "loyalty" to be
elevated to his "level of incompetence."
In the 1880s and '90s, however, "Young Turks" in the Army and Navy lobbied effectively for the replacement of this
system with "promotion-up-or-out." They had seen their nonmilitary childhood friends and other peers rise more
rapidly than had they themselves in business and other professions, and they envied their success. In 1899 and 1916
Congress gave them what they wanted,[47] and these statutes have been altered little by subsequent adjustments.
The competitive principle behind the modern promotion system is something of a mirror image of what prevails in the
world of business corporations and large law firms, but the missions and ethics of the armed services are not the same
as those in the for-profit world. Careerism can be and all too often is at odds with a military officer's dedication to his
or her troops, and to the mission. Consequently, it is time to initiate a radical rethinking and reworking of the system
of officer promotions. Indeed, it is time to extend the duration of the typical officer's career from 20 years to 30 years,
and to return to the "by-the-numbers" promotion system that served "the best interest of the Corps" so well in the 19th
century. We owe no less to the well-being of our nation's defense system and the military profession.[48]
A Final Thought
The military services have learned that they can rarely recruit men and women of various "anti-military" dispositions,
and that they have a limited pool of ready and willing, "gung-ho" young men and women whom they can and do

regularly recruit. They presently do not attract women for the full range of MOSs, and they presently will not recruit
gay and lesbian youth, openly, for any MOS. It may be time for the services to open the door to gays and lesbians in
at least somefields, just as they did, not that long ago, for women.[49]
Perhaps our military sociologists could determine whether such a step would dissuade some of the traditional
recruitable candidates from joining, and whether that effect would be overcome by bringing greater numbers of able
and willing gays and lesbians into the ranks. If such a measure is the only way the services can meet their manpower
needs in order to fulfill their assigned missions in the future, then it would appear to be time for the services to follow
the example of American corporations, universities, government agencies, and medical centers. And this may make
especially good sense in the present day, when peacekeeping has come to play an important role in US military
doctrine.
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